EDEN 6

Edan Ensironemtrdod Cuizen’y Group

September 20, 2018

Via US Mail, Certified

Paul C. Shattuck paut-dgdhestveproductsing cony
President

Adhesive Products, Inc

520 Cleveland Avenue

Albany, CA 94710

Re:  60-Day Notice of Violations and Intent to File Suit Under the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act (“Clean Water Act”)

To Otficers. Directors, Operators, Property Owners and-or Facility Managers of Adhesive
Products. Inc

T am writing on behalf of Eden Environmental Citizen's Group (“E ") to give legal
notice that EDEN intends to filc a civil action against Adhesive Products (“Discharger™) for
violations of the Federal Clean Water Act (“CWA™ or “Act”) 33 U.S.C. § 1251 erseq., that
£DEN belicves are occurring at the Adhesive Products facitity located at 520 Cleveland Avenue
in Albany, Calitornia (“the Facility” or “the sitc™)

EDEN 15 an i citven’s group bl under the laws of the State of

California to protect. enhance, and assist in the restoration of ali rivers, crecks, streams, wetlands.
vemal pools, and tributarics of Califoma. for the benefit of its ccosystems and communitics

CWA section 505(b) requires that sixty (60) days prior to the initiation of a civit action
under CWA section 505(a). a citizen must give notice of intent to file suit. 33 U.S.C. § 1365(b)
Notice must be given to the alicged vioiator. the U § Environmental Protection Agency
(“EPA"). and the State in which the violations occur,

As required by CWA section 505(b). this Notice of Violation and Intent to File Swit
provides notice o the Discharger of the violations which have occurred and continue to occur ar
the Facility After the expiration of sixty (60) days from the date of this Notice of Violation and
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(¢) The SWPPP fails to nclude an adequate description of Potential Pollutant Sources
and narrative sssessment of all arcas of industrial activity with potential industial
pollutant sources, including Industrial Processcs. Material Fandling and Storage
Areas, Dust and Particutate Genersting Activtics, Significant Spills and Leaks,
Non-Storm Water Discharges and Lrodible Surfaces (Section X G.1),

{d) The SWPPP fails to include & narrative assessment of all arcas of industrial activity
with potential indusirial pollutant sources. including the areas of the facility with
Iskelv sources of pollutants in storm water discharges and the pollutants likely to he
present (Section X.G.2);

(c) The SWPPP fails to include a BMP Summany Tabic summanzing each identificd
area of industrial activity. the associated industnal pollutant sources, the indusiria)
pollutents and the BMPs being implemented (Section X H.4 and X.H.5),

(f) The SWPPP fails to include an app: Plan,
including a discussion of Visual Observations. Sampling and Analysis snd
Sampling Analysis Reporting (Scction XI)

(8) The SWPPP fails to include an approprite discussion of drainage areas and Outfalls
from which samples must be taken during Qualified Storm Eventa (Section X1):

(h) The SWPPP fails to include the appropriatc sampling paremeters for the Facility
(Table 1, Section XI): and

(i) The SWPPP fails to discuss the Annual Comprehensive Facihity Compliance
Evaluation (Section X.A.9),

(i» The SWPPP fails to include the date of each SWPPP Amendment (Section
X.A10)

Failure to develop or implement an adcquate SWPPP is a violation of Sections [L.B.4.f
and X of the General Permit.

B Failure to Develop, Implement and/or Revise an Adequate Monitoring and
suant (o the G i

Section X1 of the General Permit requires Dischargers 1o develop and implement a storm
water momtoring and reporting program (*"M&RP") prior to conducting industrial activitics.
Dischargers have an ongoing obligation to revise the M&RP as necessary to ensurc compliance
with the General Permit
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Intent to File Suit, EDEN intends to file suit in federal court aguinst the Discharger uoder CWA
section 505(a) for the violations described more fully below.

8 THE SPECIFIC STANDARD, LIMITATION, OR ORDER VIOLATED

EDEN's mvestigation of the Facility has ongoing, and
violations of the CWA and the General Industrial Siorm Water Permit 1ssued by the State of
Cahifornia (NPDES General Permit No. CASO00001 {State Water Resources Control Board
(“SWRCB")] Water Quality Order No. 92-12-DWQ. as amended by Order No. 97-03-DWQ
(1997 Permit™) and by Order No. 2014-0057-DWQ (2015 Permit™) (collcctively., the “General
Permit™,

Information available to EDEN. including documents obtained from California EPA's
online Storm Water Multiple Appiication and Reporting Tracking System ("SMARTS”), indicates
that on or around May 30. 1995, the Discharger submitied a Notice of’ Intent {"NOI™) to be
authorized to discharge storm water from tbe Facility under the General Permit. On or around
January 26, 2015. the Discharger submitted an NOI to be authorized to discharge storm water from
the Facility under the 2015 Permit. The SWRCB approved the NOI, and the Discharger was
assigned Waste Discharger [dentification (“WDID”) number 2 011011634

As more fully described in Section 111, below, EDEN alicges that in its operations of the
Facility. the Discharger has committed ongoing violations of the substantive and procedural
requirements of the Federal Clean Water Act, California Water Code §13377. the General Permit,
the Regional Water Board Basin Plan, the California Toxics Rule (CTR)40 CF R. § 131 38. and
California Code of Regulations, Title 22, § 64431

IL  THE LOCATION OF THE ALLEGED VIOLATIONS

A The Facility

The location of the point sources from which the poltutants identificd in this Notice arc
discharged in violation of the CWA is Adhesive Producta’ permanent facility address of 520
Cleveland Avenue in Albany, Califomia.

Adhesive Products manufactures adhesives. graf) glues and re-maistenable tapes
Facrity operations arc covered under Standard Industrial Classification Codes (SIC) 2891
Adhesives and Sealants

Based on the EPA’s Industcial Storm Water Fact Sheet for Scetor C — Chemical and
Alticd Products and the Facility’s Storm Water Poliution Prevention Plan, polluted dischasges
{rom operations at the Facility potentially contain tolal suspended solids (“TSS™). polyviny!
acetate, ethylene vinyl acetate. plastic pelicts. and oil and grease ("O&G™) Many of these
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The objective of the M&RP is to detect and measure the concentrations of pollutants in &
facility’s discharge. and to cnsure compliance with the General Permit's Discharge Prohibitions,
Effluent Limitations, and Receiving Water Limitations. An adequate M&RP ensures that BMPs
are effectively reducing and:or climinating pollutants at the Facility, and it must be evaluated and
revised whenever appropriate to ensure compliance with the General Permit

1. Eailure to Conduct Visual Obscrvations

Section XI(A) of the General Permit requires all Dischargers to conduct visuat
observations at least once each month, and sampling observations at the same tunc sampling
oceurs at o discharge location.

Observatians must document the presence of any floating and suspended matenal, ol and
greasc. discolorations, turbidity. odor and the source of any pollutants. Dischargers must
document and maintain records of observations, obscrvation dates, locations obscrved, and
responses taken to reduce or prevent potlutants in storm water discharges.

EDEN alleges that between July 1, 2015, and the present, the Discharger has failed 10
conduct monthly and sampling visuat observations pursuant to Section XKA) of the General
Permit.

2. Failure to Collcct and Analyze the Required Number of Storm Water Samples

In addition, EDEN alleges that the Discharger has faited 10 provide the Regional Water
Board with the minimum number of annual documented resutts of facility run-off samipling as
required under Sections X1.8.2 and X1.B.1).a of Order No. 2014-0057-DWQ, in violation of
the General Permit and the CWA.

Section X1,B.2 of the General Permit requires that all Dischargers collect and analyze
storm water samples from two Qualifying Storm Events (“QSEs”} within the first half of cach
reporting year (July 1 to December 31). and two (2) QSEs wathin the second half of each
seporting year (January | to June 30).

Section XL.C 6.b provides that if samples are not collected pursuant to the General
Permit, an explanation must be included in the Annual Report.

As of the date of this Notice., the Discharger has failed to upload into the SMARTS
databasc sysicm

a Two storm water sample analyses for the time period July 1.2015, through
Decomber 31,2015, Quahficd Storm Events occurred in the vicinity of the
facitity on at least the foliowing relevant dates: 11:2115, 119°15, 11 15415,
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pollutants are on the hist of cheinicals published by the State of Califomia as known o cause
cancer. birth defects, and-or developnental or reproductive harm

B. Tbe Affected Receiving Waters

The Facility discharges directly into Cemito Creck, which then flows o the San Francisco
Bay (“Receiving Waters™)

The San Francisco Bav 18 a water of the United States. The CWA requires that water
bodies such as the San Francisco Bay meet water quality objectives that protect specific
“beneficial nves.” The Regional Water Board has issued the San Francisco Bay Basin Water
Quality Cantrol Plan (“Basin Plan™ to dclincatc those water quality objectives.

The Basin Plan identifics the “Bencficial Uses™ of water bodies in the region. The
Beneficial Uses for the Receiving Waters downstream of the Facility include commercial and
spon fishing, estuarine habitat, fish migration, navigation. preservation of rare and endangered
species, water contact and noncontact recreation, shellfish harvesting, fish spawning, and
wildlife habitat. Contamunated storm water from the Facility adversely affects the water quality
of the San Francisco Bay watershed and threalens the beneficial uses and ecosystem of this
watershed

Furthermore. the San Francisco Hay is listed for water quality impairment on the most
recent 303(d)Jis for the following. chlordane, dichlorodspheny richloroethane (1XDT). dieldrin.
dioxin compounds (including 23,7 8- . futan . invasive
species: mercury: polychlorinated iphenyls (PCBS): PCBs (dioxin-like, sclenium, and trush

Polluted storm water and non-storm water discharges from industrial facilities. such as
the Facitity, contribute to the further degradation of already impaired surface waters, and hann
aquatic dependent wildlife

m VIOLATIONS OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT AND GENERAL PERMIT

A Deficient SWPPP

I'he Discharger's current Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (“SWPPP™) tor the
tacility is inadequate and fails to comply with the requrements of the General Permit as
specilied in Section X of Order No. 2014-0057-DWQ. as follows.

(8) The SWPPP fails to include an adequate discussion of the Facility's recciving
waters (Section XI B.6(c). Section X G.2.ix)

(b} The SWPPP fails to include an appropnate discussion of the Industrial Matcrials
handied at the facility (Section X ¥).
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112415123 15.1210-15.12 13 15,12 18:15,12 20 15,1224 15 and
22815,

b Two storm water semple analyses for the time period July 1, 2016, through
December 31, 2016, Qualified Storm l-vents ogcurred wn the viemity of the
facility on at least the following relcvant dates: 10 14 16, 1027 16,10:30 16.
111916, 1126:16, 12 8716, 1210716, 12 15716, and 1223162

3 Two storm water sample analyses fo the time period January 1. 2017, through
June 30,2017 Qualified Storm Events occurred in the vicinity of the facility on
at lenst the following refevant dates: 1 2117, 14717, 1 10 (7,1 1217, 118 17,
12017.2217,2/617.2.1617.220'17, 3417320 17,3 24 17,4 617,
41217.417.17 and 41917,

d Two storm water sample analyses for the time period fuly 1, 2017, through
December 31, 2017, Qualified Storm Events occurred in the vicinity of the
facility on the following relcvant dates: 1011917, 114 17, 11 8 171116716,
and 11:2617. and

c Two storm watcr ssmple anatyses for the time period January 1. 2018, through
June 30, 2018. Qualified Storm Events occurred in the vicmity of the facility on
at least the following relevent dates: §:3:18, /518, 1'8.18.1 22118, 1 24.18,
212818, 3:1/18, 31218, 3720718, 312418, 4/5/18,4 11 18, and 416'18.

3 a1l o Upload St Wi ses within 30

Section XIB.11.6 of the General Permit requires Dischargers to submit ait sampling and
analytical results for all individual or Qualificd Combined Samples via SMARTS within 30 days
of obtaining lf results for each ssmpling event

The Discharger failed to upload into SMARTS the following sampling and analytical
results pursuant to Section XI B.11.a of the General Permit

" Date of Date Uploaded | Length of Time |
Sample Date Laboratory Into SMARTS Late ‘
- Report
7320097 [ IR — _Tamonths
T13R Tiios 17318 | 6 months 1

4. Eailure to Collect S; s From Ench Drainage Area a1 all Discharge locations

Section X1.B.4 of the General Pemit requires Dischargers to colfect sampies fmm all
discharge locations, regardless ol whether the are y similar
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may analyze a combined sample consisting of cqual volumes. collected from as many as four
substantialty similar discharge locations, provided that tbe Discharger submits a Representative
Sampling Reduction Justification form with its sample analysis, and the samples are combined in
the lab in accordance with Section X1.C 5 of the General Permit. Furthermore, Representative
sampling is only allowed for sheet Nlow discharges or discharges from drainage arcas with
multiple discharge locations

According to the Discharger’s current SWPPP, the Facility has at least three mandatory
sampling focations, listed as “northwest comer of the building”. “creek-side pipes™ and “down
spouts near the shipping area.” None of the Facility's storm water runoff sample analyses the
Discharger uploaded for sample cofleeted between 12-3-15 and 1-3-18 included storm water
sample snalyses from all three Outfalis.

Furthermore, the Facility did not submit a Representative Sampling Reduction
Justification form with any of its sample analyses,

5. Failure to Analyse Storm Water Samples for the Correct Parameters

General Permit sections XI1.B 6 a and XI.B.6.b require all Dischargers to analyze tor the
following three parameters. regardless of facility type: pH. Totet Suspended Solids (TS5} and Ol
& Grease (O&G).

None of the Dischacger’s laboratory analytical reports from Curtis & Tompkins Laboratory
Services for samples dated between 12-3-15 and 1-3-18 included oil & grease as an analytical
parameter.

C Faisification of Annual Reports Submitted to the Regional Water Board

Section XXLL of the General Permit provides as follows
L. Certification

Any person signing. certitying, and submitting documents under Sestion XXLK above
shall make the following certification.

) certiiy under pensity of faw that s dovurient and ali Avachments were prepnred
utider my Jirection of supervision 1 accordaniee with a sysler Jewgned o assure fhat
qualitied personncl properly gaiher aad evaluate the intermatien sulsniticd Based on
tnqeiny ol the pefson of persons who munage the system of thase perrons directty
responsibic for gathermg the inlarination. o the be .t af sy Ao ledge and beliei” the
nformation submitted . truc. acvuiate, and complete 1 ans aware that there ue

" penaitics for fahe weluding the possihilits of fine and
Jnprsennets for ARow mg v oktions. "
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The Discharger’s exceedances of Benchmark values over the lasi three (3) vears.
identified in the table listed below . indicate that it has fasted and is failing to employ
measures that constitute BAT and BCT. in violation of the requirenents of the Industrial Genesal
Permit. EDEN alteges and notifics the Discharger that its storm water discharges from the
Faeility have consistently contained and continue to contu levels of pollutants that exceed
Benchmark values as listed below

These allegations are based on the Facility's sclf-reporicd data submitted to the Regional
Water Board  Self-monitoring reports under the Permit are deemed “conclusive evidence of &n
execedance of a permit lmitation.” Sierra Club v. Union ()il 813 1.24 1480, 1492 (9th Cir
1988)

The Discharger’s ongomng discharges of storm water contaiming levels of pollutants above
EPA Benchmark values and BAT- and BCT-hased levels of control also demonsirate that it has
not developed and d sufficient Best Practices ("BMPs™) at the Facility
EPA Benchtnarks are relcvant to the inquiry as to whether a facility has implemented BMPs
(Cat Sportfishing Prot. Alliance v River City Waste Recvelers, LLC (E D.Cal. 20161205
F.Supp 3d 1128, Bavkeeper v Kramer Aetals, Inc (C.D.Cal 2009) 619 F.Supp.2d 914,925,
Waterkeepers Northern Califorma v AG Industrial Affg. Ine. (9th Cir 2004) 375 F.3d 913.919
(concentration levels in excess of EPA benchmarks are evidence supporting the citizen plamtitl's
contention that defendant did not have appropriate BMPs to achieve BATBCT) |

The Discharger's faiture to develop and-or implement adequate BMPs and pollution
controls to meet BAT and BCT at the Facility violates and will continue to violate the CWA and
the Industrial General Permit each and every day the Facility discharges storm water without
mecting BAT aod BCT

2. Discharges in Excess of Receiving Water Limitations

In addition to employ based eflluent ) the [ndustnal General
Permit requires deschargers 1o Cnmp]v with Recerving Water Limitations. Recerving Water
Limitation found m Seetion VI(B1 of the General Permit prohibits storm water discharges and
authorized non-storm water discharges to surface water that adversely impact human health or
the environment

Discharges tha* -~ = * pollutants in concentrations that exceed levels hnown to
adversely impact aqua zs and the envirooment atso conslitute violatons of the General
Permit Receiving Wati on

Appticable Water Quality Standards (“WQS™) arc sct forth i the Catifornia Toxies Rule
("CTR"™) and the Regional Hasin Plan. Eaceedances of WQS are violations of the Industrial
General Permit, the CTR. a6 the Resin Plan  industnial storm water discharges must strietly
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Further, Section XXLN of the General Permit provides as follows:
N. Penalties for Fabsification of Reports

Clean Water Act section 309(c)X4) provides that any person that knowingly makes any
false material statement, representation, or certification in any record or other document
submitted or r:qulr:d to be maintained under this General Permit, mcluding reports of

shall upon . be punished by a fine of not more
than $10. 000 or by imprisonment for not more than two years or by both.

On July 5.2017 and July 3, 2018, the Discharger submitied its Annual Reports for the
Fiscal Years 2016-17 and 2017-2018. respectively. These Reports were signed under penalty of
law by Paul Shattuck. Mr. Shattuck is the currently designated Legally Responsible Person
(“LRP™) for the Dischacger.

Both the FY 2015-16 and 2016-17 Annual Reports included Atlachment | as an
explanation for why the Discharger failed to ssmpic the required number of Qualifymg Storm
Events during the reporting years for all discharge locations, in accordance with Section XIB.
M. Shenuck certified in both of the reports, under penalty of perjury. that the required number
of samples for each of the reporting periods were not coftested by the Discharger because there
were “no other QSEs for the reporting year.”

Records from the National Occanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
website:database contim that during the fiscal years 2016-17 and 201718, there were sufficient
Qualificd Storm Events (QSES) occurming near the Facility during or within 12 hours of the start
of regular business hours 1o allow the Discharger to colicet the requisite number of ssmples. as
delincated above

Dased on the foregoing. it 1s clear that Mr Shattuck made a falsc statement in both the
Facility’s 2016-17 and 2017-18 Annual Reports when he indicated that there were insufficient
QSEs during the reporting years.

D. Deficient BMP Implementation

Sections 1 C. V.A and X.C.1.b of the General Permit require Dischargers to identify and
implement minimum and advanced Best Management Fractices ("BMPs™) that comply with the
Best Available Technology (“BAT™) and Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology
(“BCT") requirements of the General Permit to reduce or prevent discharges of pollutants in thew
storm water dyscharge in a manner |hm retlects best industry practice, constdering technological

y and ceonomic and

EDEN alleges that the Diacharger has been conducting industrial activities at the site
without adequate BMPs 10 prevent resulting non-storm water discharges  Non-storm water
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comply with WQS. including thosc criteria listed in the applicable Basin Plan (See Defenders of
Wildlife v. Browner. 191 F.3d 1159, 116667 (9th Cir. 1999).)

The Basin Plan establishes WQS for the San Fraocisco Bay and its tributanies, ncluding
but not mited to the following

« Waters shalt not contain substances in concentrations thal result in the deposttion of
material that cause nuisance or adversely afYect beneficual uses

+ Waters shali not contain suspended material in concentrations that cause nuisance of
adversely affect bencficial uses.

« Waters shati be free of changes in turbidity that cause nuisance or adversely aflect
beneficial uses

= All waters shall be free of toxic n that are lethal
to or that produce other detrimental responses in aquatic organisms

« Surfuce waters shall not contain concentrations of chemical constituents in amounts that
adversely affect any designated beneficial use

Information available to EDEN wndicates that the Facility’s storm water discharges
contain elevated concentrations of specific pollutants. as listed below  These polluted
discharges can be acutely toxic and or have sub-lethal impacts on the avian and aquatic wildlife
1n the Recerving Waters. Discharges of elevated concentrations of poflutants in the stosm water
from the Facility also adversely impact human health. These harmful discharges from the
Facility are violations of the General Permit Recciving Water Limitation.

Further, EDEN puts the Discharger on notice that the Receiving Water Limitations arc
independent requirements that must be complied with, and that carrying out the process triggered
by exceedances of the NALS histed at Table 2 of the General Permit does not amount to
comphance with the Receiving Water Limitations. The NALs do not represent water qualitv-
based critena relevant to detcrmining whether an industrial facility has caused or contnbuted o
an exceedance of 8 WQS. or whether it is caustng adverse impacts to human health or the
environment

Section XX B. of the General Permit provides that when a facility’s industrial stonn
water dischi and‘or ized NSWDs are to contain pollutants that are in
violation of Receiving Water Limitations contained in Section V1, the Discharger must conduct a
facility evaluation 1o identify pollutant source(s) within the facilies that are associated with
industrial activity and whether the BMPs described in the SWPPP have been properly
implemented, assess its cusrent SWPPP and cenify via SMARTS any additional BMPs identificd
which are necessary in order meet the Receiving Water Limitations.
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discharges resulting from these activities are not from sources that are listed among the
authorized non-storm water discharges in the Generai Permit, and thus are slways prohibited

The Discharger's failure to develop and or unplement adequate BMPs and pollution
controls to meet BAT and BCT at the Facility violates and will continuc to violate the CWA and
the Industrial General Permit each and every day the Facility discharges storm water without
inceting BAT and BCT

E Discharge In Violation of the General Permit

Excopt as authorized by Special Conditions of the General Permit, Discharge Prohibition
TII(B) prohibits permitices from discharging materials other than storm water (non-storm water
discharges) cither directly or indirectly to waters of the United States. Unauthorized non-storm
water discharges must be either eliminated or permiticd by a separatc NPDES permit.

Information available to EDEN indicates that unauthorized non-storm water discharges
oceur at the Facility due to BMP pi and-or necesuary to
prevent these discharges

EDEN alleges that the Discharger has discharged storm water contaming excessive levels
of pollutants from the Facility to its Receiving Waters during at teast every significant tocal rain
event over 0.1 inches in the last five (5) vears.

EDEN hereby puts the Discharger on notice that each time the Facility discharges
prohibited non-storm water in violation of Discharge Prohibition I1LB of the General Permit is a
separate and distinct violation of the General Permit and Section 301(a) of the Clean Water Act.
33USC.§1311@)

1. Discharges in Excess of Technology-Based Effiuent Limitations

The Industrial General Permit meludes technology-based ¢tfluent Lmitauions, which
prohibit the discharge of pollutants from the Facility in concentrations above the level
commensurate with the application of best available technology cconomically achievable
("BAT™} for toxic pollutants and best conventional pollutant controf technelogy {“BCT™) for
conventional polfutants. (General Permit, Section X H.)

The EPA has published Benchmark values set at the maximum potiutant concentratinn
levels present if an industnal facility is employing BAT and BCT. as listed in Table 2 of the
General Permit. The General Pennit includes “Numeric Action Levels™ ("NALs™) derived from
these Benchmark values: however, the NALs do not represent technology -based criteria relevant
to determining whether an industnal facility has implemented BMPs that achicve BAT BCT
(General Permit. Section T M. (Finding 62))
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DEN alleges that from at lcast April 7. 2016, to the present. the Discharger has been in
violation of the Recciving Water Limitations provision of Section V1 of the General Permit as
evidenced by its excecdances of the applicable Water Quality Standards set forth in the Regional
Basin Plan. indicated below

further, the Discharger has failed comply with Seetion XX B of the CGeneral Permit
Farlure 1o comply with the additional Water Quality-Based Corrective Action sequirements listed
tn Section XX B 1s an additional vielation of the General Permit.

The following discharges of pollutants from the Facility have violated Discharge
Prohibitions and Receiving Water Limitations of the General Permut and are cvidence of ongoing
viotations of Effluent Limiations

Sampie | Par: T 7] Unit [ Sample EPA BASIN
Collection Analysis | Benchmari PLAN/CCR
Oate Result NAL aversge/ 2
instartanecus | Banchmark
Value NAL value
2016-2018 Reporting Year
47187 pH su 58 3,8 <6585
Levetr o
— N gﬁs 2017 Rey nlernv A
22017 " pH r >9 "] <65.585
e - Z .

F. Failure to Comply with Level | and 2 Exceednnce Res;
Requirements

As of July 1, 2015, the date the current General Peamit became effective, all Dischargers
were in “Baseline status™ for all parameters tisted in Table 2 of the Permit. (General Penmut.
Section XII(B)

Pursuant to Section X{i(C) of the General Permit, a Discharger's Bascline status tor any
gaven parameter changes to “Level § status™ if satnpling results indicate cither an annual average
or instantaneous NAL exceedance for that same parameter

Level | status commences on July | following the Reporting Year during which the
excecdance(s) occumed, and the Discharger enters the Exceedance Response Action ("FRA™)
process The ERA process requires the discharger 10 conduct a Level | ERA Evaluation, with
the assistance of a Qualified Industrial Storm Water Practiticoer (“QISP™), of the industrial
pollutant sources at the Facility that sre ur may be related tn the NAL exceedance(s). by Ovtober
1 tollowing commencement of Level 1 status









